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ABSTRACT
Children will individually react to television
program content according to different psychological characteristics,
one of which is self-esteem. Results of one study revealed a definite
relationship between a child's self-esteem and his "modeling," or
imitative behavior, after observing a televised film. A self-esteenm
inventory was administered to elementary school students, and those
vho scored in the first and fourth quartiles were selscted for
observation. Half of the group viewed a special film that depicted
both prosocial and antisocial actions and then vwere allowed,
individually, to play with toys in a room similar to the one shown in
the film. The others played with the toys in the same room but had
not first seen the fila. Results indicated that a low self-estecenm
child imitated more and to a greater extent the prosocial than the
antisocial behaviors viewed on television compared to high
self-esteem children. High self-esteem males imitated antisocial
behaviors to a significantly greater extent than all females or low
self-esteem males. Sex and self-esteem, together with the behaviors
viewed in the television film, were reliable predictors of antisocial
or prosocial behaviors. (RN)
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ABSTRACT: 120 second and third gréde male and femaleﬁs were adminiétered

# self-esteem inventory., ‘The first and fourth qu#rtilea'were selected for
inclusfon into either the TV condition, who viewed a video-taped segment
displaying prosocial and aggressive behaviors, or the NoTV condition, who
vié@ed no such behaviors. 8's behaviors were then rated f{n a 20 minute play
session by a Judgevwho was naive to their esteem level and condition. A
general relationship between self-esteem level, S's sex and'ﬁodeling from
television was found, After viewing a television segmeng in which prosocial
and aggressive behaviors are shown, low self-esteem S, fegardless of sex, model
the prosocial behaviors more than the aggressive behavio;s; high self-esteem

S model the aggressive behaviors. There were no sex differences in modeling
prosocial»behaviors, but high self-esteem males show m;re aggressive modeling

than low self-esteem males and all females.




Pro and Antisocial Tclevision Content and Modeling by High

and Low Self-esteem Children
A%

Writing in the Surgeon General's Report on Television and Social thavioy}
Liebert and Baron emphasized the importance that individual differehses'play in,
affécting what use children make of their television viewing. They stated,
uit is clear that not all young childrea will become more aggfessive, evén
temporarily, a; a function of observiug aggresgiQe progfams.-‘lt 18 thus important
to determine the antecedents and correlates of such reactions to (televised)
violence; il 1t was the purpose of this study, then, to examine one such important

‘ behavioral antecedent, self-estcem, as it relates to the QUality end quantity of
learning that the child experiences as a result of his television viewing.

That television viewing serves as more than “escapé" for children has long
’Seen an accepted part of our knowledge. Experimental and correlational research
on the effects of television viewing on the observers' subsequent behavior has
indicated that television serves an important social utility funct10n2 and, as
such is used "to compensate {.r abortive or ineffective social relationships
(and) to maintain extant and presumably effective ones."3 If this is the case,
then different children with different psychological needs and characteristics
will react to and use television differently.4 One such psychological characteristic’
{s the individual's level of self-esteem, an important Jdeterminant of an individual's
behavior and; according to Rosenberg, the major single ''anchorage point" to which
new experiences or stimuli are assimilated int~ thc person’s existing frames of
reference.

Despite a lack of definite empirical evidence as to the reiationship between
the observer's level of self-esteem and his propensity to model the behaviors
he sees on television, there is substantial, if tangential, evidence‘that suggests
that a low level of self-estcem would indeed be related to greater amounts of

modeling from television, Tirst, low self-esteem individyals are field-dependent,
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) aﬁd‘ﬁs such use concrete environmental cues, such as those that are provided by
cver present and attractive television models, to evaluate new information and they
tend to ﬁassively accept and conform to the influence ot the prevalling environ-
ment or fteld.6 Second, low sclf-esteem individuals are likely to be morc susceptible
to both normative and informational social influences in making 3udgments than high
self-esteem 1ndividua1s.7 Television models can and do proQidc such social influences.
Finally, it has been demonstrated that the low self-estecem individual, because of
an appavent heightened responsivenesg to reinforcement, will engage in continuing

attempts to be the same as or similar to cther people in order Lo receive that

8
reinforcement. Television provides numerous and sttractive models for the low

self-esteem individual to 'be the same as."

Although thls research suggests that there can be a direct relationship
between a low level of self-esteem and subsequent modeling from television,
Tasch9 failed to find any such relationship. Morcover, although they used actuval
rather thsn symbolic models, Stotland and Cottrelllo aiso failed to find any
eyidence for this relationship. This research, however, failed to consider the
suggestions of Rosenbaum, Horne and Chalmers who stressed the need for control
of situational contingencies, and of l.eague and Jackson, who stressed the nced for
predetermining the subject's ability to judge the stimuli with which he ;s present:ed.';"1
The present experiment tosts the gencral hypothesis that low self-esteem
children will model more of what they see on television than high self-esteeF
children, Unlike past research efforts, “he subjects will have the Opportuﬁity to
model any of a number of behaviors, both prosocial and antisocial. Because, if
the low self-esteem individual's increased modeling is a function of his desire
";  - to receive reinforcement or to become “better" in his own eyes and in the eyes
of others, the type of behavior that he is presented with will obviously be cruciai
to the quantity and quslity of modeling behavior that he will subsequently engage

in. These low self-gsteem children, seeking to improve their scif-esteem, will turn
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;6 and model the behaviors that they see demonstrated by attractive, successful
and ever'present television models, but that modeling will be selective.

Sex differences in modeling behavior should also be noted. Although not
dcaling specifically with sclf-esteem, several researchers have noted that,
in the modeling of aggressive behaviors, males tﬁnd to exhibit a greater amount
of such behavior; but, in the modeling of non-aggressive behaviors both males
and females appear to display‘equal levels of modeling.12 This notion, that the
individual's sex interacts with the type of behavior présented to the observer,
secms reasonable in that the appropriateness or inappropfiateness of modeled
behaviors for the individual is apparently a function of role expectancies and
past reinforcement histories. |

Qased on the literature which suggests this relationship between self-
esteem and modeling from television, the following specific hypotheses were
developed and tested, predicting an overall interaction between the variables
of sex, ‘self-esteem (high versus low), and viewing condition (teleyision

\ versus no television):

1. Chil.ren with low levelé of self;esteem will display a signifigantly greater
amount of ifmitation of both pro and antisocial behavior from viewing a
television scgment than will ?hildren with high levels of self-esteem.

2. Because antisocial behaviors prémise them less positive reinforcement, children
with low levels of self-esteem will display a significantly greater amount of
prosocial modeling behavior, both imitative and non~-imitative, than children
with high levels of self esteem after viewing a television segment.

3. Males and females with comparable self-esteem levels will display rclatively
equal amounts of modeling of prosocial behavior, but males will display a
greater amount of antisocial modeling behavior, antisocial behavior being sex-

inappropriate for females, thus promising them less reinforcement.

4, High self-estcem males will display significantly more antisocial behavior than
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low self-esteenm males;‘ for low sclf-esteem males, antisocial behavior is-
more often associated with punishment and nonreinforcement rather than with

reward.
METHOD

Self-esteem Inventory -

A total of 20 items from the elecmentary form of Gordon's "How I See Myself"

"~ self-rating scale13 were administered to 120 second and third grade children

aged seven to nine at the Rice Squnre‘Public School in Worcescer, Massachusetts,
These items represented the.Interpersonal Adequacy and the Physical Appearance
factors of Gordon's scale. The "How i See Myself" scale was designed as a group
administered inventory, However, Eilis14 objected to such impersonally administered
self-rating inventories on the grounds that subjects often attempt to 'put their
best foot forward" or often do not completely understand the indiQidual scales.
To guard against such possibilities, each child was interviewed individually, in
a face-to-face format, with the experimenter reading each statement on the
1nventory and recording the subject's subsequent responses. Coopersmith and Mann
have both demonstrated the validity of such a proccdure in obtaining Qn accurate
assessment of the individual's level of self-esteem.15 |

After the self-esteem scores were tabulated, the first and fourth quartiles
(total N=60) were chosen as the points below and above which subjects would be
chosen for %nclusion into the actual conduct of the experiment.16 The self-esteem
scores for Ehe high self-esteem subjccts ranged from 81 to 92‘(§ of 86.1) out of
a maximum score of 100. The scores for the low self-esteem subjects ranged from

30 to 67 (%X of 59.9).

Subjects

The subjects were 33 boyg and 27 girls. The 18 male and 12 female self-~steem

subjects were assigned at random to the Television Model Exposure group (TV) and
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to Zhe’No Mode) Exposure group (NoTV), Likewise, the 15 male and 15 female high
self-esteem subjects were randomly as;igned to these two conditions.

As Gordon and others have pointed out, young females tend to score higher on
self-es?eem inventories than young maleé. This explains the. unequal number §f
meles and females in the low self-esteem group, To have created equal cell,
numbers according to sex would have reduced the distiﬁct;on between high and low
self-esteem for the entire sample. That is, if female subjects wérc added to this
group and male subjects deleted, the self-esteem scores of these additional females -
would have been signifficantly higher than those of the boys thag'would gave been
excluded. As this study's primary independent variable was self-esteem, 1t was
felt that the benefits of more widely divergent self-esteem levels outweighted the

convenience of having an equal number of subjécts per cell,.

Experimental and Control Conditions

The 30 subjects in the experimental (TV) conditioﬁ viewed a 10 minute
video-taped television segment depicting two adult male models engaging in
pro and antisocial behaviors. Each subject was escorted individually from his
c{assroom to a small room which included ¢ video-tape replay unit, two tables, and
several chairs, The experimenter explained that, as payment for helping with his
project (the initial seif-estéem inventory), he had arranged an "extra regess" fér
the child., Informing him that there was already someone at 'recess," the;experimenter
asked the childlto sitvand watch television while he waited his turn. Thé experim;nter
then busied himself with some paperwork and the child was left to watch television.

At the conclusion of the viideo-taped segment, the experimenter expiained to
the child that he had put "all kinds of toys'" in the '"recess room." He informed
the subject that he would be free to play with any and all of the toys for 20 minutes,

after which a woman (the experimenter's assistant) would come to get him and return

him to his classroom, He was

>




furthur told thlt, to keep people Irom interraytinﬁ him, tho window to tho

roon hwd besn covercd by a large mirrcr {actually a onn-way mirror throubh
vhich he could be observed and his behavior rated)s At the end of thc 20
minutes, the subject was returncd to his classroom, 7 )

Tho exact same prooedure-was followed with children in the control
conditions The only difference butween the two condltions was that the
’subjcctb in the control (NoTV) group watched an 11 minute "modol-less" £ilnm
entitled "Introduction to Feedback" in liocu of the experimental video«taped
stimlus, - |
Exparimontal Stimulus

The video-taped stimulus shown to the 39 cuperimental subjects was a
10 minute, black and white proéram. The show was accompanied by a symphony
orchestra version of '"The Sorcerer's Apbrentice" and‘opened'with the title, -
"The Goony Show.'" The segment closed with the words; "“The End.“‘ The music
and titles were added to give the segment an air of authentioity. |

As the segment oponed, both adult male models were seated at a table.
one playing with a deck of large cards and the other playing with modeling-;:f
clay; then they moved to the blackboard and bngan to scribbie furiously. :

: They then prooeded to try their hand at jumping rope and at the Hula Hoop.f f_u

' ‘waste paper basket and spill a glass of water,

| ?*other, punch and kiok the Bobo Doll and hit it with theMHula-Hoop,f




the basket, put all the toys in théif proper places, and sat down, One
hegan playing with & set of building blocks, tho other played peacefully
with a bag Qf plastic army men, Sooén, a third ﬁerson‘ontercd the roon,
asking them‘to leave., The first model became irate, begah to throw toys
around and then left.’ The sééoud ﬁodél arrénged his toys neatly on the
table end left quietly. | |
Response Categories

The exporimentai roon containedza Qariety of objects and toys, nost
of vhich were present in the television segment, Fbur general response E

categories wero established' (0 Imitative_p;osocial. AnJ of the peaceful :

or prosooial behaviors that vere exhibited by tho models and subsequently

demonstrated by tho svbaects vere included in’ this category. Such bohaviore;f |

- as pleking up paper. wiying the black board clean, pioking up toys, playing e

quietly with the cards, clay, blooks or army men. dumping rope and playins
with the Hula Hoop were considered imitative prosooial behaviore. (2) .Ngn“;”f7

; imitative pros ocial, agazines and other toys, suoh as pick~up—sticke, j.i S

woro provided. Quiet play with any of the toys or materials that did not

appear in the televieion segment vere classified as nonimitative prosioial

f‘behaviors. (3) Imi;ative aorr asion, Any of the aggressive or destructiveli'ff

'i~behaviors that were exhibited by the models and subsequontly demonstrated byff

; the subjects, including such behaviors as spilling the water or waate; [
G s
~'~'basket, soribbling o the black board, kicking and punching the Bobo Doll, \,;;
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' Uée;qf thcse toys and other toys and materiéls in the room that were not
displayed in the segment, yet were displayed by the subjects, were classified
as nonimitative aggressive behaviors.

Each subject spent 20 minutes in the test room while his.behavior was
rated in terms of the four prédetermined response categories (a fifth, '"no
fesponse," was also provided) by a spécially tréined naive (to the experiment's
conditions) judge wh>obser§ed the‘child through a one way mirfor in an adjoining
obsegvation room, The 20 minute session was‘divided into 5 second intervals by
means of a tape recorhed message designed to indicate these intervals. This yfelded
a total number of 240 response units for each subject.' Each response unit was
sgored according to the{type of behavior e#hibited by the subjgct in that 5 second
interval. In order to eliminafe the possibility of variations in behavior due
to the placement of the toys and objects, a set arrangemnent of these matefials

was used for all subjects.
RESULTS

To analyze the results, a factorial analysis of variance was performed
using three factors: the subject's sex (male or female), level of selffestéem :

: (high o1 low) and condition (Tv or NoTV\ SeVen dependent variablés vere )

=y analyzed' (1 Imitative aggression, (2) Nonimitative aggression"(3) Total

modeled aggression (the sum. °f 1 and 2) () Imitative Prosocial Nonimitative S

: 5'5 prosocial (6) Total modeled prosocial (the sum of 4 and 5), and (7) Tot?l ’n,Q».

if;l imitation (the sum of 1 and 4)

'n F Values were‘significant at the .OS”1gﬁ¢l;éffcoﬁfideﬁéé}?t;ieété'fb?:J




‘7ﬁifamore modeled aggression than the Tv-low-male, TV high female and TV low-female cond-

To deal with this situation, the scores were transformed to achieve homogeneity
viz the transformation y={X7 (where y is the transformgd score and x the original

raw score). F max. tests then revealed homogeneify of variances with the transformed

scores.,

Imgtative Aggreesion

The analysis of variance for imitative aggression reveaied a significant.
second-order interaction effect between the three 1ndependept measures of
self-esteem, sex and condition (F=6.62, p<<025). T-tests for.differences between
several ﬁeans (Table 1) indicated that the TV~high-méle.gr0up dieplayed‘sig~

nificantly more imitative aggression than any of the other groups. Also, the

NoTV-low-male group showed significantly more imitative aggression than the TV-

low-nale group.

Nonimitative Aggression
Analysis of variance for nonimitative aggression showed ﬁo significant me{n

or interaction effects, (Table 1)

‘ Total Modeled Aggression

Analysis of variance revealed a significant second order interaction effect‘
for total modeled aggression, sex X esteem X condition (F=5 27, p(:OS) T- tebts}_,i

revealed that the V- high-male grOtp diSplaved significantly more total modeled i

:aggression than the NoTV high-male, V- high female, NoTV-high female, TV low male,:;?*

oo s Rivwriaidmami A a e aiand

'55_;1TV 1ow-fema1e and NoTv low female groups.» Also, NoTV low male showed significanrlyj<f
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Also An torms of total ‘modeled prosocial behavior, the {ow self eateem
T} subjects who saw the segment showed significantly more prosocial behavior
ie‘than the low self esteem subjects who did not see it. Therefore, {t cannot"
Lﬁfbe argued that the totel modeled prosocial bohavior was simp.y a function lhe ;i E ¢}_;“
i;of a 1ow 1eve1 of self esteem. Rather, self esteem leVel interacted with the ™ Lo
1hor NoTv conditions.. There was no differenco in the amOunt of total modeled |

1;prosocial behavior between high and Iow self-esteem subjects who did not see the

(fprogram,f the increesed amount of total modeled prosocial behavior apparently

ﬂ‘depended noL only on the subject's level of self-eoteem, but whether he or ehe :irif

‘"war{presented with prosocial behaviors suitable for modeling
It was hypothesized that the 1ow self esteem group would engage in eignificantlyj'

;;more nonimitative prosocial behavior than the high self—esteem group~75

,th redwere no difierences between the groups. A tendency in the direetion of the

- hypothesis was noted (and is represented in the total modeled prosocial measure),




This hypothcsis was strongly supported. As predicted, thcie vere no male/femaie
differences in esither imitative, nonimitative or total modeled prosocial behavibr.
~The differences that did appear within these measurcs were across sex; that ie, the
. subject's sex was not & determining factor in any prosocial behavior subsequent to
t:;~viewing the segment. But, as predicted there were significant differences o
“1ibetween male end female subjtcts' antisocial behavior subsequent to viewing the o
itelevision segment. Both the imitative and total modeled eggression measures showed;;if
jf{f";;,significant interaction between esteem 1eveJ, Tv or NoTV condition and sex.’ That

;7ﬁieiis, the subject's sex was an important determinant in displayed antisoeial behaviorfﬂf;?

jﬂsubsequent to viewing the segment.;;e‘

In terms of imitative aggression, the high self esteem male subjects that

“f*trsew the program disple ed signiiicantly more antisoeiai behavior than eny of

h°r°thef groups.: This is as predicted., Yet, the hypothesis also auggestsithat'i 4

Iflow‘se1f.e3teemfﬁoys would show more imitative aggreasion than lo seif esteem-

;girlsu

Thie was not the case, as there was no significant difference in imitative
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‘féfprosooial behaviors, will show less rotal modeled aggression (end therofore more ;

Theto sahe high self‘esteom males wh0~saﬁ the‘program Showod eignifioantly'morc J

total modeled aggresaton than the low Self-esteem males who also saw 1t. Inr

"additLOn, low aelf-esteem male subjects who saw the segment showed significantly

'.,,Iess total aggression than low self ~estoen males who did not see the segment. } |
 t¥;':This 1mplies that not only will high self-esteem males show more antisocial »:"71‘S;;4
ffibehavior than low self-esteem males SUBSequent to viewing a program of this type,etf .

:*Tbut 1ow self-esteem males who see the program, containing both aggressive and

fgf°,re1qtionsh1p between self esteem and modeling from television ¢1ear1y emergesa

4Q~The low self—esteem individuel will model more of the prosooial behaviors than_feg

:efto & greater extento han high self-esteem individuals. High self esteem males

'F§:~tend to model the eggressive behaviors they see presented on”teleivisOn toa -




‘"e”such an alternative.

of boheviors 1hat promised greater reward and reinforcement---proaocial behavior.

”f_‘As(}orbner hns documentod, howeVer, aotuel television vlewing seldom provides

1e. Moreover. as’ Gorhner has aleo ahown, television usﬂally

‘ t‘shows eggression as being rewarded.e The Iow self—esteem child Secks the

7reward thac cortain behaviors offer, not any inherent satisfaction from that
ébehavior.: uis life experience tells him that prosooial behaviors(lead to

freinforcement, so when offered these behaviors;for modeling, he accepte'them in
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